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STATEMENT OF CASE 
Introduction 

Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from a final rejection of 
claims 16-19 and 22-24. (App. Br. 2.) We have jurisdiction under 35 
U.S.C. § 6(b). 

Examiner's Rejections 
The Examiner rejected claims 16-19 as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious over Hoogenboom (U.S. Patent No. 5,517,250, 
May 14, 1996) and Ort (U.S. Patent No. 6,043,828, March 28, 2000). (Ans. 
3.) 

The Examiner rejected claims 22-24 as anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) by Hoogenboom. (Ans. 3.) 

Exemplary Claim 

Exemplary independent claim 16 under appeal reads as follows: 

16. A method of parsing a data packet, the method comprising: 

providing a start indicator to a first parser, the start indicator 
indicating a first data block of the data packet, the data packet having 
a predetermined number of data blocks; 

analyzing at the first parser at least a portion of the first N data 
blocks after the start of the data packet to determine a data type of a 
subsequent data block of the data packet, wherein the subsequent data 
block is after the first N data blocks; 

enabling a second parser to receive the subsequent data block 
when the data type of the subsequent data block is a first data type; 
and 

enabling a third parser to receive the subsequent data block 
when the data type of the subsequent data block is a second data type. 



2 



Appeal 2011-005287 
Application 09/491,121 

Appellants ' Contention 
Appellants contend for multiple reasons that the Examiner erred in 
rejecting claims 16-19 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) and claims 22- 
24 as anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

ANALYSIS 

Appellants' present numerous contentions that the Hoogenboom and 
Ort references, relied on by the Examiner, fail to teach required claims 
limitations. See App. Br. 3-10. We agree with Appellants' contentions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

(1) Appellants have established that the Examiner erred in rejecting 
claims 16-19 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

(2) Appellants have established that the Examiner erred in rejecting 
claims 22-24 as anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

DECISION 

The Examiner's rejections of claims 16-19 and 22-24 are reversed. 
REVERSED 
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